James Baldwin, who may have understood the white mind better than anyone else in the written record, wrote of "do[ing] our first works over."
The Nature of Environmental Injustice
For the EJ movement, experiences of environmental racism and injustice are not random, nor are they individual. Environmental injustice happens to groups and its causes are systemic. And while EJ advocates are diverse-far more than the membership of other environmentalist organizations-they are of a common mind that understanding the collective experience of injustice means "uncovering the way society reproduces unshared power arrangements." 7 Routine privilege, or lack of the same, is not a product of the dice throw of good or back luck. Privilege and its absence are not acts of God, good or bad karma, or individual merit earned or lost on a putative level playing field.
Yes, the evolutionary happenstances of nature and the idiosyncrasies of history down the long corridors of time do decide socio-environmental conditions in grave measure.
(Jared Diamond's Guns, Germs, and Steel and Rick Potts' Humanity's Descent: The
Consequences of Ecological Instability argue this in different but compelling ways. History carries harsh reasons for this conclusion about (lack of) power and access.
Near-term reasons rest in Civil Rights issues and, behind those, a drama that stretches back to the Civil War. Few other environmentalists link to Civil Rights and post-Civil War struggles but EJ activists often do, for their networks, strategies, and inspiration.
Martin Luther King, Jr.'s last act as one of solidarity with Memphis garbage workers is remembered as a bridge from Civil Rights struggles to environmental justice ones. The term "environmental racism" itself emerged in a similar context. another PCB landfill in that predominately African-American county. "This here ain't nothin' but environmental racism," she said. With that, the experience of generations rose to the surface, and the term stuck.
Deeper history runs back even farther, to the underlying first works of the modern era itself. Those works rest in what some now refer to as "the first wave of globalization." 9 They center in the impact of Europe-based ways on the local well-being of peoples and their environments around the world within the framework of conquest, colonization, commerce and Christian implantation. This complex, which sailed from Europe starting in the 15 th century or so, established advantages that continue into the present.
The point for the EJ movement is that these four interlocking "C's" exploited peoples of color together with their lands across the very epoch they created. To be sure, the legacy of slavery and the plunder of Native Peoples and their lands, together with the colonization of Latin and Caribbean peoples and lands, is not a matter of daily rhetoric in every EJ campaign. More proximate issues and causes capture the attention on most days. But in sharp contrast to the consciousness and narrative of white environmentalists, these burning memories live on. As part of knowing "whence [one] came" (Baldwin), they continue to fire the movement's commitment to environmental justice.
This collective injustice, bolstered by memories firmly set in the bones, creates a markedly different moral world for the EJ movement compared with those of other environmentalist organizations and movements. Preservationist and conservationist organizations, for example, frequently make their case on the basis of an assumed common good. To their credit, more-than-human membership belongs to the moral universe of this assumed good. The goal is to bequeath as many elements of present nature as possible-forests, grasslands, rivers, wetlands and oceans, species-to future
generations. Yet justice and a race/class/gender/culture analysis, together with a concentration on urban conditions and those of the urban, rural and reservation poor, hasn't been part of this "common" good as normal fare. Commonly these have not appeared at all. Or, in the face of recent and stinging criticism, they appear a public relations afterthought rather than a substantive redirection. 9 See Vandana Shiva, Biopiracy: The Plunder of Nature and Knowledge (Toronto: Between the Lines Press, 1997), 104-117. Nor has the core question of the EJ movement been the chief question of preservationists and conservationists. Namely, "What constitute healthy, livable, sustainable, and vital communities in the places we live, work, and play, as the outcome of interrelated natural, built, social, and cultural/spiritual environments?" 10 Preserving present, lived environments without change and in perpetuity is precisely what is unacceptable to EJ environmentalists! Deep ecology advocates, to cite another important group marginal to the EJ movement, are, to their credit, often attentive to injustice/justice. Their moral sensibilities are real, well-honed, and pervasive. Furthermore, these sensibilities are truly a matter of first works, with attention riveted on "species being" and "species justice"
across the community of life. Given the whole drift of the modern West to elevate humans ("Some far more than others!" EJ advocates quickly insert) as an ecologically segregated species that treats the rest of nature in slavish ways, deep ecology's repositioning of homo sapiens is urgently needed. Anthropocentrism as the superiority of human beings and the priority of their needs and desires, always ready to trump the needs of others in creation, is dead on as an underlying cause of a planet in jeopardy.
Moreover, the ecocentric alternative of Deep Ecology is keenly aware of an eco-crisis that is socially constructed and sustained. The seven principles of the founder, Arne Naess, match many EJ principles. assumes ours is a humanly-dominated biosphere fated to a life together that is wrapped several times around the planet as a necklace of densely populated and densely connected urban and rural habitats. So while "species justice" is not categorically alien to EJ consciousness, neither it nor a transformationist strategy focused on consciousness change and worldview, adequately convey the present ecological imperative-how to survive and thrive sustainably as a citified humanity with little direct or unmediated contact with the rest of nature; or, more precisely, how to survive and thrive as a humanity living cheek by jowl with nature in all its forms, in town, city or country.
Nor does the species focus and, more broadly in eco-literature, the debates about anthropocentrism and nature's intrinsic value, contribute substantively and strategically to pressing EJ tasks. As "public ecologists" who must convince those who do not share their worldviews or experience, EJ advocates face the world of developers, both private (individuals and corporations) and public (local, city, national government agencies).
Since the number of developers amenable to arguments about the wrong-headedness of species hubris approaches zero, environmental reasoning from metaethical positions and value theory hardly seems a viable course of action. EJ work instead is always to persuade developers to reorient their projects, on the grounds of developers'self-interests; or, failing that, to effectively use policy, law, and protests to stop those projects. In short, negotiating the world of concrete clashing interests among decision-makers on the move is the EJ world. To focus attention and strategy on basic conceptual differences about humans in the grand scheme of things, and to count on paradigm shifts, is to "pass" before the cards have been dealt, even when those arching differences are undoubtedly important.
For numerous reasons, then, EJ advocates eschew deep ecology and preservationist and conservationist discourse in favor of "social ecology" or "human welfare ecology," albeit with a community-of-life twist we will investigate shortly. Yet the larger summary point is about the nature of environmental injustice. It is collective, systemic and inclusive of human and otherkind; and it is lodged in oppressive historic forces that are anything but accidental, anonymous, or dead.
The Eco-crisis Narrative
A perennial eco-literature topic is the nature of the eco-crisis. How is the wasting away of vibrant life-worlds understood? What forces are most decisive and how are they presented? Never far away, but off in another corner, is a related discussion about human alienation (from the rest of nature).
The differences of EJ environmentalists from others are dramatic here. They go the distance in matters of de-and reconstructing first works.
A point made over and again in prominent eco-analyses is the threat all of us face together, a threat issuing from our collective and cumulative assault on nature. Whether we're just or unjust, poor or rich, we all live in the same threatened biosphere, breathe the same air, share the same atmosphere with the same ozone layer and climate patterns, eat food from the same soils and seas, and harvest the same acid rain.
We all share a common planetary citizenship as well. That blue-green, tan and white jewel making its humble rounds in an infinite ocean of time and space is our one and only home, and we all know it. In the Kennedy years Adlai Stevenson, Sr. offered the image of "Spaceship Earth" in a passionate address to the Security Council of the United Nations. It caught on quickly with the generation that geared up for the first Earth Day.
Senator Al Gore, Jr. followed a generation later with a compelling analysis of a planetary eco-crisis-Earth in the Balance. 12 lot of noise in order to show that not all are being poisoned equally, or even breathing the same air. They found it necessary to "sing," "shout," and "testify" (Baldwin), but not "keep…to [themselves] " that some breathe at their own risk and surprisingly few drink the same water. Clearly all do not share the same access to land use and environmental decision-making, nor do all benefit equally from environmental redress and progress.
Rather, environmental problems typically shake out much the way others do; the population that derives the benefits is not the same population that suffers the losses.
The chief reason for differing outcomes is, again, the way privilege rigs the game on the basis of advantages and achievements resting solidly in a history friendly to oppression and exploitation. The chief implication, the EJ movement insists, is the need consciously to integrate issues of equity and social justice into environmental decisions at every level. peoples whose "great work" 15 was to achieve intimate rapport with the powers of the continents themselves-namely, the First Peoples of the Americas-occupy the most devastated lands. And a people enslaved to work the land and learn its ways intimately as its toilers-African Americans-are more landless after their emancipation than any other segment of the U. S. population.
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In short, the causes and costs of environmental degradation have never been parceled equally. 17 Neither have the benefits. Whole peoples have been fed "with the bread of tears" and given "bowls of tears" to drink. 18 And assuming present orderings of power and access, it will not be different for climate change fall-out or the rewards of genetic science. The common good, it seems, is never truly held in common.
Another subject rife in eco-literature-human alienation from nature in the modern era-also plays out differently in different circles. wandering from subsistence farming and swidden agriculture through mixed farming to the mono-cropping of present agribusiness. If the reader belongs among the privileged, she might surmise that all this was evolutionary social change of an interesting but banal sort, a fertile and fascinating interplay of ideas and society. Little, if anything, it must be noted, is included about centuries of slavery as the forced relationship to the land of a significant population of millions. Nor is it pointed out that, in contrast to serfdom, slavery is a consequence of the transition to mono-cropping of cash crops that require cheap, mass labor-tobacco, cotton, sugar cane. Forcing blacks to work the land as chattel thus never registers as an ecological issue, even an eco-justice one, in the dominant accounts, even though the process of human domination and the exploitation of other nature occurred at exactly the same time by way of integrally related dynamics. the way back in order to travel the road again and tell the truth (Baldwin) of a genuinely multicultural self that reflects an inclusive history would deconstruct whiteness. It would render as mainstream environmental analysis the long and bloody history of the transformation of peoples-all peoples-and the transformation of the land-all of ittogether. Anthony goes on to say that until such analysis is forthcoming, alarmist discourse about environmental dangers that do not include those who live prosaic lives of uncertain futures with uncertain resources in already alarmingly degraded environments will be suspect. Isn't apocalyptic talk of an eco-crisis one more diversion on the part of those who intend to retain political and economic control? And doesn't it continue to exclude peoples of color from policy affecting their own communities?
In passing it must be said, from a Christian ethicist's point of view, that to discuss human alienation from nature and the land without the history of white supremacy is not only an intellectual crime. It is a theological and moral one. It is a telling absence that, once examined, reveals gaping fault lines in morality and belief. To continue to omit this from environmental consciousness and policy can only mean that the cover-up, denial, erasure and amnesia of white racism and its partial, pocked narrative are still hard at work. The normative (and not just normal) way of life remains white, as do its first works. A presumptive equality as children of God who bear the same image and share the same status is flat-out denied where it most counts-in life together.
Environmental Justice as Social Transformation
The school that Environmental Justice is most identified with is, as I have indicated, "social ecology" or "human welfare ecology." These are accurate terms if certain characteristics are underlined and explained. They mislead badly if they are not.
The preamble to the Principles of Environmental Justice adopted at The First National People of Color Environmental Leadership Summit in Washington, DC, in 1991 reads as follows.
We, the people of color, gathered together at this multinational People of Color Environmental Leadership Summit, to begin to build a national and international movement of all peoples of color to fight the destruction and taking of our lands and communities, do hereby re-establish our spiritual interdependence to the sacredness of our Mother Earth; to respect and celebrate each of our cultures, languages and beliefs about the natural world and our roles in healing ourselves; to insure environmental justice; to promote economic alternatives which would contribute to the development of environmentally safe livelihoods; and, to secure our political, economic and cultural liberation that has been denied for over 500 years of colonization and oppression, resulting in the poisoning of our communities and land and the genocide of our peoples, do affirm and adopt these Principles of Environmental Justice. of all kinds (including families and species, ecosystems, landscapes, villages, warrens, cities), countries, the biosphere, and God.
25 "As far as the numbers go," Midgeley says with polished British understatement, "this is no minority of the beings with whom we have to deal."
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In short, our most revered moral traditions and most commonly utilized moral discourse leave out the greater part of our actual communities and obligations! In contrast, the preamble and first principle of the EJ movement's "constitution" move close to another recent effort as a new "first work," The Earth Charter, which arose separately from the EJ movement but has included its voice in the course of drafting and redrafting. The Earth Charter's preamble includes this: "Humanity is part of a vast evolving universe. Earth, our home, is alive with a unique community of life." Earth's "vitality, diversity, and beauty" is itself "a sacred trust" in our hands. Far-reaching moral imperatives follow.
We must join together to bring forth a sustainable global society founded on respect for nature, universal human rights, economic justice, and a culture of peace. Towards this end, it is imperative that we, the peoples of Earth, declare our responsibility to one another, to the greater community of life, and to future generations.
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The expansive moral boundaries and views of community in these two charters is not Ramphal says about this working definition and the discussions that led to it deviates from the anthropocentric assumptions it carries. 29 Principle # 3, Principles of Environmental Justice, emphasis mine. 30 In part this reflected the organization of the first environmental justice summit. Vernice MillerTravis (African-American) and Charles Lee (Asian-American) worked closely for years in the office of the United Church of Christ Commission for Racial Justice. This office published the landmark study, Toxic Wastes and Race, a volume that can be credited for sparking the Environmental Justice movement. The same office organized and supported the founding event of the EJ movement, the First National People of Color Environmental Leadership Summit in Washington, DC, in October, 1991. It was also a sponsor of the second summit a decade later. 31 To underline this shared principle does not mean that differences dissolved in the process of agreement. They remain. Most African-Americans, for example, would not say, as many Native Americans, do: "We are the land and the land is us." See the framing of "the environmental justice movement as a spiritual movement" in Tom Goldtooth's "In the Native Way," in YES! A Journal of Positive Futures (Winter, 2002): 34-36. "We are the land and the land is us" is from Goldtooth, p. 34. public policy be based on mutual respect and justice for all peoples, free from any form of discrimination and bias." Remaining principles largely intersect public policy and the democratic creation of healthy environments: protection from nuclear testing and waste, issues around the production and disposal of toxic/hazardous wastes and poisons, the rights of workers to a safe and healthy environment, a fundamental right to the political, economic, cultural and environmental self-determination of all peoples, participation as equal partners on every level of decision-making, opposition to the destructive operations of multinational corporations and compensation to the victims of environmental injustice, the need for urban and rural ecological policies to clean up and rebuild cities and rural areas in balance with nature, the honoring of the cultural integrity of all communities, providing fair access for all to the full range of resources, etc.
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This side of the EJ movement's moral world can be described as "Marx meets Muir."
Granted, it's a match-up that plays only to academics, since the EJ ethic of outrage, resistance, and patient plodding is rooted in the raw experience of injustice long done to peoples and the land together. Its critical substance issues from that experience, whether process of destruction." 37 For his part, Engels was convinced that both human alienation and land exploitation followed from a mode of interacting with nature that rendered all things commodities to be peddled for profit. A common logic and dynamic drove both.
"To make the earth an object of huckstering-the earth which is our one and all, the first condition of our existence-was the last step toward making oneself an object of huckstering." "It was and is to this day," Engels goes on, "an immorality surpassed only by the immorality of self-alienation. And the original appropriation-the monopolization of the earth by a few, the exclusion of the rest from that which is the condition of their life-yields nothing in immorality to the subsequent huckstering of the earth." To call attention to the fact that ours is now a humanly-dominated biosphere only underscores this point. Humans are increasingly the "wild card" of evolution, so basic decisions about the organization, means and uses of human power are the crucial ones. As world-shaping decisions, these are nothing short of "first works" in process. The way(s) of life they generate or alter carry fateful consequences for the biosphere as a whole. 
Christian Moral Theory in the Making?
This gloss on the nature of environmental injustice, the narrative of the eco-crisis, and environmental justice as society-nature transformation, concludes the tour of EJ turf.
What remains are further implications for Christian moral theory, specifically the notion of justice.
We have already flagged EJ's pegged focus on membership and standing in both moral and material communities (recognition and participation as elements of justice itself). Those familiar with Michael Walzer might detect an echo of his contention that membership in communities is itself the primary good we distribute to one another. 39 Walzer is cited not only for that point, however. Among political philosophers, his theory of justice overlaps the EJ movement at other points as well, far more than, say, the work of John Rawls, Robert Nozick, or Immanuel Kant. 40 Walzer's concern, like the EJ movement's, is "a model of a justice and morality that honors dense, particular, communal cultures and provides an overall participatory democratic framework." 41 Walzer has in view, not the organic communities of tight ethnicity and religion, but historically-shaped communities of "equal respect for difference in multicultural, multireligious modern states." 42 Space for the thriving of diverse communities in a radically pluralist civil society, with power largely decentralized, aligns Walzer with the EJ movement in remarkable degree. They, too, are about "making a place for community" 43 in which the political economy is reconstituted on local and democratic terms as its basepoint of organization and operation. (So, too, is care for the rest of the natural environment, but that is an important item missing in Walzer's universe and one to which we will return.)
Moreover, Walzer's commended way of social criticism aligns with EJ practice.
The critic is an organic intellectual who practices her or his criticism in relation to particular communities and their views. This critical, contextual reflection and interpretation are made publicly available so that the whole community, addressing an issue or problem, can engage in self-scrutiny and informed choice. This is criticism that is concrete, informed, communitarian, and in the service of empowerment.
Walzer's apparent assumption that pluralism "protects against domination" is faulty, however, from the point of view of EJ experience. Any environmental justice activist can tell you by the middle of any given week that pluralism per se does not protect. This exposes a key absence in Walzer's pluralist account. He fails adequately to describe "structural relationships of power," 44 a point well made by Elizabeth Bounds.
This, when coupled with the omission of the full community of life in Walzer's theory and his concomitant innocence about the embeddedness of all human life in nature and its transformations, impedes the usefulness of an otherwise rich, collaborative notion of justice. Not that he is alone. Most political philosophers and political scientists move in traffic that fails to link the ecological to the complex workings of power that supposedly is their subject par excellence. Most simply bypass eco-justice, as though it were a subject that travels by another way.
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Justice as distribution is another matter where the EJ movement deviates somewhat from Walzer and considerably from his fellow theorists of justice.
As we've noted, EJ work emerges because of maldistribution. Low-income communities and communities of color (not always the same) face more environmental risks than higher-income and white communities. They carry more environmental "bads"
and share fewer environmental "goods." To no one's surprise, then, EJ activists have consistently and doggedly sought ways to secure more equitable distribution of environmental risks, burdens and benefits. At the same time they have always linked these to other injustices-economic and political-because they experience them as joined.
In short, justice as equity in the distribution of social goods, comprehensively understood, is the first, most obvious meaning of justice for EJ activists.
As such, EJ justice joins the dominant concern in justice theory. When examined up close, John Rawls's famous justice-as-fairness formula translates as a conception of social justice "providing in the first instance a standard whereby the distributive aspects of the basic structure of society are to be assessed. In short, EJ justice is justice as distribution, recognition, and participation, linked in ways that address the well-being of the whole community of life in a given locale. 53 The means of achieving it are normally incremental ones that focus on structural relations of power and that pursue concrete transformations of society-nature in keeping with subsidiarity as organizational means and strategy. The push, in effect, is for "local democracy in a global era" 54 via changes the movement hopes will prove radical in their consequences.
All this can be said somewhat differently, now in ways that draw from the earlier discussion of EJ moral turf. The starting point of EJ justice is, as noted, the collective experience of injustice. This renders justice less a utopian vision or a model state of affairs than an ongoing process to establish incrementally better life conditions in the face of specific problems. As a matter of course, it roots justice in transforming praxis attentive to local circumstances in ways that place a premium on enhancing peoples' selfprovisioning, self-organizing, and self-governing capacities. This is, then, justice conceived as maximum community democracy in which "community" includes the health of other-than-human nature in the places people live. This praxis matrix promotes a mode of practical moral reasoning highly attuned to place, process, and experience. This in turn distances EJ deliberation from the kind commonly done in, say, Kantian-influenced ethics. Kantian moral reasoning reflects little influence of practice or the twists and turns of context and story. Rawls, for instance, and Nozick, while different, are both broadly "Kantian" in method; and for that reason they fail to take up into their justice theory the history of oppression, for example.
In Kantian moral theory, the particulars of narrative and experience don't work, as a matter of method, to help establish the baselines and content of justice. But for justice theory as an expression of daily praxis, they do matter. They are certainly critical to EJ reasoning. In this sense EJ justice and practical moral reasoning shares a profile similar to Christian liberation theology/ethics.
Conclusion
So is this moral theory in the making for Christian ethics? In part, it certainly is. 56 Ibid., 9-10.
"with traditional perceptions of success, ancient material needs and desires, and a system that has its own dynamic and momentum." 57 It thus remains to be seen "whether humans can renegotiate their fit into natural ecosystems before those systems force the issue…Little in the past prepares humans for the needed changes."
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Said differently, we find ourselves standing in the need of prayer and some deeply revised first works. Environmental racism and the Environmental Justice movement take us a long way into the moral world of these revised first works. Two spheres of EJ activity, when subjected to ethical analysis, speak to the sketch and conclusion of MartinSchramm and Stivers.
The preambles of both The Principles of Environmental Justice and The Earth
Charter explode the boundaries of moral belonging in most Christian and modern secular ethics. There is a vast agenda here, pushed by those whose frame of reference is biocultural evolution as part of the universe's story (many deep ecologists and eco-feminists, some indigenous peoples, including those in the EJ movement, scholars of comparative religions and ethics, paleoanthropolgists and cultural historians). That agenda cannot be pursued in detail here. Suffice it to recognize that, from the perspective of the EJ movement, to exercise the kind of cumulative transformative power we do as a species without recognizing the import of our own embeddedness in the biological and ecological communities upon which our lives depend utterly and which we impact fatefully is-I borrow Thomas Berry's terms-to expect the "microethics" of present human worlds to match the consequences of human "macropower. The God of liberation tends to cover, if not smother, the God of creation, at least in some ranks of the EJ movement.
The required task is not insurmountable, at least as theo-ethical statement and bearing. The transcendent God who, in Karen Baker-Fletcher's nice phrase, is "the intimate ground of being" 67 that "sustains, enlivens, and redeems the whole creation" also shakes "the foundations of the earth" as belief in the necessity of the present order. But the point is that this creation-liberation synthesis is not elaborated well as moral theory, rhetoric, or method in Christian ethics. Intersectional analysis of interstructured privilege, if present at all in Christian ethics in methodologically rigorous ways, is not done in a manner that matches the reach of human macropower across the community of life.
In conclusion, the promise for Christian moral theory wrung from the experience of environmental racism is that the EJ movement directs Christian Ethics to do what it needs to but doesn't yet do well-expand the boundaries of moral community to give standing to all creation in, with, and before God at the same time it embraces and addresses full membership in the human family; and to do so in justice-centered
Christianities savvy about the play, for better and for worse, of power and privilege across both micro and macro worlds of society-nature.
In the end, the reason most of us haven't analyzed and recast moral community along these lines is probably quite simple. While that work is clearly needed, a good, long stare at any one of the elements means doing one, or more, or many, first works over.
Baldwin: "In the church I come from-which is not at all the same church to which white Americans belong-we were counseled, from time to time, to do our first works over." 68 
